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Editorial/Editorial 

‘Wayfinding’ through 
Charles de Gaulle: A 
Reflection on Airport 
Semiotics 

by Courtney Retter (Law II) 



Over Canadian Thanksgiving ; I 
was fortunate enough to be given the 
opportunity to travel to Paris. I initially 
thought I would use one of my bi- 
monthly editorials to recommend a 
few Parisian hotspots. I have opted in- 
stead ', however, to share my en- 
counter with a baldheaded lady in an 
A-line, knee-length skirt. 1 am sure 
you have all met her before... she is, 
after all, the universal sign for the fe- 
male toilet. 

In my jetlagged stupor, I cannot take 
my eyes off of the blue and white pic- 
togram on the door of the women's 
washroom. As I sit with my passport 
in hand and knapsack in tow, I find 
myself inexplicably drawn to the sign. 

I begin to consider a familiar paradox: 

I know that this sign is indicative of 
the female toilet without ever having 
been to this particular washroom facil- 
ity in this specific terminal of Charles 
de Gaulle. In fact, if it weren't for the 
kitschy Eiffel Tower keychains being 
sold in the shops, I would have no ref- 
erence to my actual current location. 
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LSA COUNCIL: TOO LITTLE TOO LATE? 

by Charlie Feldman (LAW II) — 2nd Year Class Co-President 



While I normally attempt to put some- 
thing lighthearted in every Quid, I feel 
compelled to write on an issue that's of 
particular personal importance and that 
is of relevance to every law student 
here at McGill 

Your LSA Council (or, as the LSA Consti- 
tution calls it, the 'Board of Directors') 
has yet to meet this year. Well, to be 
more precise, your Executive, class 
presidents, Faculty Council representa- 
tives, and law senator have yet to be in 
the same room this semester. As I 
write, our first meeting is in the plan- 
ning stages. 

Article V-12 of the LSA Constitution 
states: "The Board shall meet at least 
once between the beginning of classes 
in the Fall Term and October 15th, and 
thereafter at least once every two 
weeks during the period while classes 
are in session". 

Not meeting prevents us from acting on 
your behalf. It also prohibits us from ful- 
filling our responsibilities, such as the 
one mandated by Article IV-17(f) of the 
LSA constitution: "To adopt a prelimi- 
nary LSA budget for the academic year 
before October 30th, which shall in- 
clude adopting the budget of LSA 
Groups". 

What you may not know is that Article 
V-15 of the Constitution states that 
"During the period from May 1st until 
the first meeting of the newly elected 
Board of Directors, the powers of the 
Board shall be exercised by the Execu- 
tive, as is reasonably necessary." 

The Executive has been meeting. The 
problem is that the Board as it was in- 
tended - i.e. acting as a full Council - 
has not. 

HOW DID WE GET HERE? 

Before moving forward, I should note 
that I do not believe the situation is at- 
tributable to the fault of any one per- 
son. Indeed, I must acknowledge the 



hard work of the Executive and point 
out its efforts at transparency, such as 
the recent Town Hall on the budget. 

t 

Egalement, j’apprecie beaucoup le rap- 
port du VP-Clubs et Services paru dans 
le Quid de la semaine derniere, et je 
pense qu'il aidera a eclairer le debat lors 
d'une reunion du Conseil de I'AED. Ceci 
dit, nous etions censes nous exprimer 
formellement sur le budget preliminaire, 
et ce avant la fin du mois dernier. II est 
dommage que nous n'ayons pas eu 
cette chance. 

Le Conseil de I'AED comprend les presi- 
dents de premiere annee ainsi que les 
membres du conseil de la faculte. II est 
regrettable que les elections pour ces 
postes n'aient pas eu lieu plus tot - I'an- 
nonce des 

gagnants a eu lieu le 22 octobre. 

I say 'regrettable' because it would be 
difficult to assign blame here. The rules 
do not specify by when elections must 
occur. Indeed, later elections are prefer- 
able because they allow first-years to 
get to know one another before having 
to vote, allowing the election to be 
more than just a snap-judgment popu- 
larity-contest should it occur, say, in the 
2nd week of September. 

This is the problem: later elections 
delay the first possible meeting of the 
full group, extending the amount of 
time the Executive can assert powers 
meant for the Legislative. As soon as 
October 15th passes without a meeting, 
we violate the spirit - if not the letter - 
our Constitution. 

(As a side note, I propose we specify a 
date by which elections must occur so 
that we can have our first meeting by 
October 15th. The alternatives are un- 
appealing - scrapping the October 15th 
requirement leaves open the possibility 
of LSA Council never meeting; moving it 
later could lead to this situation recur- 
ring; and meeting prior to elections dis- 
enfranchises first-year students any 
may be prohibited). 



Le corps legislate de I'AED (le Conseil) 
peut travailler aussi fort que I'Executif si 
on leur donne la chance. Personnelle- 
ment, je me sens comme si je n'ai pas 
ete autorise a remplir mon mandat 
comme president de classe parce que 
ces reunions n'ont pas eu lieu et les by- 
laws exigent que les presidents de 
classe « represented leur promotion 
aux assemblies du Conseil ». Having a 
vote on Council is part of the reason I 
sought re-election. Not meeting silences 
my voice in this regard. 

TOO LITTLE TOO LATE? 

Simply put, although I am confident we 
will be productive once we get going, I 
am greatly concerned that this semes- 
ter may be a 'loss' as for the work of the 
Council. If we meet every two weeks, 
we'll have two meetings in November, 
maybe one in December -and I am 
skeptical that we will accomplish a se- 
mester's worth of work in just three 
meetings, particularly when the first is 
dominated by many pro forma pro- 
ceedings, such as the election of 
speaker. 

Further, any action we undertake as an 
LSA Council raises questions of legiti- 
macy. Rumour has it the budget will be 
on our agenda for our first meeting (as 
I write this, the agenda has yet to be 
circulated). But, here's the problem: will 
its adoption be legitimate given that this 
did not occur before October 30? What 
about the election of our speaker (re- 
quired by the Constitution before Octo- 
ber 15th)? What about any action of the 
Council for the rest of the year, given 
that we did not meet per the exigencies 
of the Constitution? Do we have a Con- 
stitutional crisis on our hands? 

The answers to these questions are not 
entirely clear. What is clear is that we 
have not lived up to the spirit - if not 
letter - of the LSA Constitution. We lose 
credibility by allowing this to happen. 
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AN APPEAL TO THE J-BOARD 

For extra clarity, let me reiterate that I 
believe no one person is to blame. I 
consider many of the people involved 
friends and view the LSA Council as a 
giant family, even if our family reunion 
has yet to occur. 

That said, this type of situation should 
not be allowed to recur. 

Article IX-33(1) of the Constitution 
states that "Any member of the Corpo- 
ration or any LSA Group may refer 
questions or disputes to the Judicial 
Board." 

Accordingly, I would like to refer to the 
J-Board a few questions, the answers to 
which may help guide future action in 
this regard. Given that Council meet- 
ings will begin soon, I seek neither to 
assign blame nor have sanctions im- 
posed on anyone for our failure to 
meet. I do, however, believe there is 
great value in obtaining clarifications for 
future reference. 

1) Is it the duty of the CRO to set an 
election date that allows the LSA Coun- 
cil to meet its exigencies per Constitu- 
tion, or, apart from the formal 
requirements indicated does the CRO 
have complete discretion in this regard? 

(Explanation: If yes, we do not need to 
change our by-laws to specify a date by 
which an election must occur. If no, we 
need to change the by-laws). 

2) May items for which the Consti- 
tution specifies a date (such as election 



of LSA Speaker by October 15th, adop- 
tion of the preliminary budget by Oct 
30th) occur after these dates? May they 
be challenged for failing to comply with 
the Constitution? Or, will they be valid 
in an instance such as ours where 
Council has failed to meet? 

(Explanation: When a date is specified 
by the Constitution, are the actions re- 
quired to occur before that date legiti- 
mate if preformed after that date? Are 
there circumstances in which noncom- 
pliance is acceptable?) 

3) Acting under V-15, is it appropri- 
ate for the Executive to undertake any 
actions specifically set for Council as per 
IV- 17 ? 

(Explanation: IV-17 is for the Legisla- 
ture exclusively (i.e. must approve the 
budget) - can the Executive do this 
alone?) 

4) Can LSA Council meet prior to the 
election of first-year class presidents 
and faculty council? 

a. If yes, who sits? (I.e. does V-15 
preclude elected class presidents and 
the law senator from convening with 
the Executive in the form of the Leg- 
islative)? 

b. If yes, may the Council vote? May 
it adopt its own budget or must the full 
Council - including first-year presidents 
-be reserved the right to vote on this 
as IV-17 appears to indicate? 

c. If no, and there are no meetings 
occurring that include those persons 
elected for the academic year, how 
might the full Board convene to fulfill its 
responsibilities? 



CONCLUSION 

Through a series of events not attribut- 
able to the fault of any one person, LSA 
Council has not yet met. This is unde- 
sirable for everyone. LSA Council will 
start meeting shortly and I look forward 
to our work. 

In order to understand the issues re- 
lated to the circumstances in which we 
find ourselves, J-Board opinions will be 
invaluable. They will help guide and in- 
form LSA action, not just for this year 
but for years to come, though I con- 
cede they may be a while in coming. In 
this regard, they are submitted as ref- 
erence questions should similar circum- 
stances arise in the future, and not as a 
request to pronounce directly on the sit- 
uation presently before us. As such, the 
J-Board may decide they do not merit a 
reply. 

Changes need to be made so that this 
situation does not recur. Exactly what 
needs to change will be informed by 
any guidance the J-Board may provide, 
and. I'm sure, these issues will be dis- 
cussed by LSA Council in due course. 
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Time to stop exaggerating 
about « patronage » 

by Professor Roderick A. Macdonald 



Recently several stories have appeared 
in Canadian newspapers criticizing the 
latest round of federal judicial appoint- 
ments. The complaint is that these are 
patronage nominations - rewards for 
loyal members of the Conservative 
party. Some journalists have also linked 
these appointments to an address de- 
livered by the Prime Minister some 
weeks ago. To galvanize party loyalists, 
the Prime Minister said that he would 
ensure that there would be no "left- 
wingers" appointed to the courts during 
his watch. This obviously political 
speech meant to rally the troops was 
quickly interpreted as evidence that the 
Harper government intended to "stack 
the bench" with right-wing ideologues. 

Oh please, everybody, calm down. 
Can't we distinguish between a political 
speech and government policy? And 
pretty please, everybody, let's stop 
whining about "patronage". In a 
democracy, elected governments that 
have the confidence of the House of 
Commons (whether minority or major- 
ity), are entrusted with managing pub- 
lic affairs. This involves appointing 
people to courts, administrative tri- 
bunals and senior positions like ambas- 
sadorships. Governments quite 
legitimately make numerous appoint- 
ments from among qualified candidates 
who are broadly sympathetic to their 
policy programme. Occasionally they 
even appoint candidates who may not 
be on the same policy page. As it hap- 
pens oftentimes appointees who share 
the government's political orientations 
have close ties to the governing party. 
But sometimes not. So what? 

As a matter of good governance, the 
only issue that should concern us is 
whether a candidate is qualified, not 
whether that candidate has certain po- 
litical views with which we may dis- 
agree, or whether that candidate has 



supported the governing party. It's 
time to stop exaggerating. 

Recently it was reported that a person 
named to a Superior Court had donated 
$300 to the Conservative Party. Wow, 
that sure is evidence of corruption! I 
have myself donated $100 to a former 
student who was running (successfully) 
as a Conservative candidate in the last 
election. I've also made similar dona- 
tions to former students running as Lib- 
erals and for the NDP. To give full 
disclosure, I have never voted for a 
Conservative or Reform candidate. And 
I disagree with many decisions taken by 
the present government, such as the 
decision to stop funding the Law Com- 
mission of Canada. But in a democracy, 
we elect governments to govern. If I 
am unhappy with decisions being taken, 
my remedy is to become engaged polit- 
ically. 

It is ludicrous to suggest that because I 
once donated $100 to the Conservative 
Party my (unlikely) future appointment 
to a court or administrative tribunal is 
either an ideological or a patronage ap- 
pointment. There is no suggestion that 
any of this recent round of "patronage" 
appointees to the court or elsewhere is 
unqualified. More than this, this sum- 
mer there were a number of excellent 
federal appointments to Quebec courts, 
many of whom were appointees who 
are known NOT to be supporters of the 
Conservative Party. 

This said, let me make one important 
point. I'm not arguing that all is won- 
derful with the appointments process 
and no improvements need be made. 
We have established credible processes 
to screen candidates for judicial ap- 
pointments. While these processes 
might be tightened, unlike the case 50 
years ago, today unqualified candidates 
simply do not make the grade. Still, 
there are several hundred other non-ju- 



dicial positions that are filled by ap- 
pointment without the benefit of 
screening processes. As a rule, we can 
be confident that our governments - 
Conservative or Liberal - have tried to 
avoid appointing unqualified candidates 
to these positions. It would be better, 
however, if we were to identify all these 
positions, develop standards to assess 
the qualifications of candidates for each 
general type of position, and establish 
a screening process similar to that for 
judicial appointments. 

This would ensure that the entire pool 
of candidates put forward to the gov- 
ernment was qualified. After that, the 
political calculus could be made and the 
government could select candidates it 
prefers, knowing that they have been 
deemed qualified by an independent 
body. Those who want to improve the 
appointments process should stop 
whining about patronage: having given 
$300 to the Conservative Party does not 
make one's appointment a patronage 
appointment. And even if the ap- 
pointee were a known supporter of the 
Conservative Party, by what logic does 
that fact alone make the appointee un- 
qualified? Please, let's address the real 
issue: our goal should be to ensure that 
qualified candidates are appointed. It's 
time to keep our eye on the ball and 
stop exaggerating. 




Charlie Feldman (LAW II) 



DROIT A L’lMAGE 

Review: Canada's Next Top Lawyer 



The Quid was enthralled with the first slide - read- 
ing 'Canada's Next Top Lawyer' while the theme 
music to America's Next Top Model played. In other 
words, the first words of this presentation were 
(as sung by Tyra 'forehead' Banks) 'Do you wanna 
be on top?' There is perhaps no better start to 
Monday legal meth than that. 

Although there was no catwalk strutting, photo 
challenge or 'Tyra Mail' - this game show, hosted 
by Tommy Sunshine (Joel Lightbound) showcased 
an all-star cast tackling issues in the lawyer-client 
relationship. 




Lightbound's portrayal of a misogynist, macho, and all-together sketchy game show impressed the Quid. After 
all, it is a far cry - if not a complete 180 - from what he is like in real life and was entirely unexpected. The 

Quid loves surprises! 




As for the game itself, three lawyer teams of two answered ques- 
tions in an attempt to impress the judges. There was the nerdy 
team, the punk-rebel team, and the just-right team - all giving cre- 
ative approaches to the situations presented in an effort to win over 
the mean judge, the CBA-judge, and well, a judge who seemed out 
of it (Steven Jegou). 



Jegou's pronouncements ranged from a critique one would hear on 
America's Best Dance Crew to a citation from "Justice Akon". The 
mean judge (Sarah Berger-Richardson) delighted with one-liners, 
such her quip that the leather-clad 'bad-ass' lawyer (in this instance 
portrayed by Yasmin Askari) would be better suited for 'Canada's Next Top Street Walker!' 



Dans le milieu de la vignette il y a eu un petit probleme lorsque la mauvaise question a ete lue, mais les ac- 
teurs ont bien reagi pour la plupart. C’etait un peu genant sur le moment, mais une fois que les choses furent 
sur la bonne voie, la vignette retrouva son humour avec une reference oblique a «You've got mail» un des 
films preferes du Quid. Tout est pardonne. 



Superlatives : Best Improv : Joel Lightbound; Most Menacing : Yasmin Askari; Most Most Passion- 
ate: Nora Ahmed. 




Review: Romania, Micholas Nelling 

This presentation - a cross between Law & Order 
and a Disciplinary Hearing of the Bar - portrayed 
the plight of one Micholas Nelling (Randall Blom) 
(who assured us of no relation to the group's TL 3L 
Nick Melling in the choice of name) as he tackles 
tough issues ranging from blackmail in a Romanian 
parking lot to gym perks at his firm. 



The Quid won't spoil the ending by telling you that he gets disbarred, but will salute the group on a compelling 
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DROIT A LTMAGE 



Charlie Feldman (LAW II) 



illustration of the problems in-house counsel face. 

The Quid's personal favourite sequence: an illustra- 
tion of home life for the lawyer. At the risk of over- 
simplifying, the in-house counsel is not going to 
point out that his boss' plan is ethically question- 
able lest he get fired and have no money to bring 
home. As such, we see the plight when Melling 
goes home and must inform his wife (Ana Emilia 
Poienaru) that her new car is a Dodge Stratus. 

Poienaru joue la conjointe battue avec aplomb, in- 
sistant sur le fait que si c’est le cas, elle prefere se 
promenade en cheval. Elle le quitte, et lui laisse 
son fils, le surdimensionne Ehssan Emran. 




Creativity points go to the group for choice of filming locations, including the squash courts, a ridiculous se- 
quence on exercise bikes, and of course, the parking garage as a representation of 'Romania'. 

Best editing: Oscar Miklos. Best individual portrayal: Ana Emilia Poienaru. Best Disciplinary 
Board: Jon Katz, Aidan Talai, Larissa Smith, Chanel Sterie (the Quid couldn't pick who was best). 
Best Squash Player: Alex Sauveplane. 



Disons (overheard at the fac- 
ulty) 

Well, submissions were a little low 
this week - perhaps it's time to re- 
mind you where to send stuff 
(omitted by accident last week) - 
anything you'd like to submit: 
quid.charlie@gmail.com 

"This is for all the octogenarians 
looking for a little love and comfort 
as the sun goes down" - Prof. 
Leckey 

"Very few people wake up and find 
themselves all-of-a-sudden mar- 
ried; I guess it happens from time 
to time in Vegas" - Prof. Leckey 

"Your welcome to the faculty was 
very different from mine - I got a 
'look left, look right, and in three 
years only one of you will be here'. 
I was extra nervous because I 
looked to my right and realized I 
was sitting on the aisle." - Prof. 
Jukier 



3L: I wish it would just start snow- 
ing... I hate this cold-without-the- 
snow. It's like something's missing. 
It's like... not hearing Celine on the 
radio. 

2L: I'm procrastinating hardcore on 
this paper by typing up in Word all 
the mean things I want to put on 
this course eval. Revenge is 
SWEET! 

2L: Mom always said that if you 
didn't have anything nice to say 
that you shouldn't say anything at 
all - does that rule apply on course 
evaluations? 

3L: Go Habs Go! 

2L: I hate seeing all these OCI sta- 
tuses - I'm going to write one like 
'I got 15 offers and can't decide 
which one' just to start messing 
with people - why can't people 
just keep things to themselves?! 

2L: Three days in Toronto and the 
only interesting offers I got were 



from drunks at the bar 

3L: I laughed during the interview. 
I realized I was saying the exact 
opposite of what I put in my per- 
sonal statement. Oh, law school.. 

1L: I demand a correction - I 
know that 'I want it that way' is 
the Backstreet Boys - I have it on 
my iPod - I listen to it all the time! 
ALL THE TIME! 

1L: The library needs to get cots. 
2L: The library needs to get a two- 
drink minimum! 

3L: What's the difference between 
a porcupine and an ambulance 
chasing BMW carrying three 
lawyers? A porcupine has the 
pricks on the outside. (The Quid is 
sure this 3L stole this from some- 
where, but it's still going in be- 
cause our journalistic standards 
our low, nay, non-existent). 




Quid Novi 



“NOTIONS OF CITIZENSHIP” Column 

An Initiative of the Black Law Students’ Association at McGill 



This year the Black Law Students' Asso- 
ciation at McGill (BLSAM) has chosen to 
focus on the theme "Notions of Citizen- 
ship". One of our goals this year is to 
generate discussion amongst law stu- 
dents about what it means to be a citi- 
zen. To further this objective, we 
decided to start a Quid column. This is 
an inclusive column, designed to illumi- 



nate important, yet often overlooked is- 
sues. We look forward to a rich and di- 
verse selection of articles! 

Si vous avez un article ou une definition 
interessante sur la notion de citoyen- 
nete a soumettre, veuillez nous envoyer 
un courriel a blsa.law@mail.mcgill.ca. 
(Les articles soumis directement au 



Quid n’apparaitront pas dans la 
rubrique de BLSAM). De plus, I'article 
publie dans le Quid sera disponible sur 
notre site-web: www.blsam.mcgill.ca. 
Ce projet depend de votre participation! 

BLSAM Executive 2009 -2010 



STUDENT GROUPS BEWARE: DON’T 
ROCK THE BOAT TOO MUCH... OR ELSE 

by Sasha Hart (LAW II) 



"The multiple consciousness I urge 
lawyers to attain is not a random ability 
to see all points of view, but a deliber- 
ate choice to see the world from the 
standpoint of the oppressed. That world 
is accessible to all of us... We can choose 
to know the lives of others by reading, 
studying, listening, 

and venturing into different places." - 
Mari Matsuda 

Annamaria Enenajor's article, 'A Second 
Look at McGill's Intrepid Global Citizens' 
offered a thoughtful critique of the 
human rights work done in the McGill 
community and warned of the dangers 
of a lack of "conscious sensitivity" to the 
historical/social nuances underlying 
these endeavours. What I appreciate 
most about Enenajor's article is that it 
accomplishes what good critiques are 
supposed to do. It forces us to stop and 
reflect on an issue that we may have 
previously given little thought to, or re- 
garded as insignificant. Her article urges 
healthy, critical reflection on something 
so familiar to all of us— "the classic 
African baby photo"— challenging us to 
consider such questions as whether we 
would "find it acceptable to run around 
Geneva taking pictures of Swiss babies 
and 'local women'" or whether "we 
would find it an intrusion of privacy". 
Her critique is indeed interesting, but 
not entirely novel. As she notes in her 
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article, many scholars and practitioners 
have been voicing similar concerns 
about contemporary human rights 
work. 

While the general response to her arti- 
cle has been largely positive in the 
sense that it has managed to stir re- 
flective discussion among fellow stu- 
dents, I am deeply concerned about a 
particular incident that occurred follow- 
ing its publication— an incident which I 
am still struggling to make sense of. 
What happened was this: a fellow law 
student contacted the Black Law Stu- 
dent's Association to express disap- 
proval about the article (on behalf of 
the individual's self, as well as other 
concerned parties). While I know the 
type of issue raised in Enenajor's article 
is always controversial and bound to 
lead to expressions of alternative view- 
points, what I'm troubled by was the 
student's remarks that "as a minority 
group" we should be particularly careful 
not to "alienate white students" and iso- 
late ourselves in so doing. 1 The student 
then suggested that publishing such 
things might have negative conse- 
quences on the group's PR within the 
Faculty. 

What should members of the Black Law 
Students' Association (and perhaps 
other minority student groups) take 



from these remarks? Does it constitute 
a threat? A warning to make sure that 
opinions expressed under the group's 
'Notions of Citizenship' column are not 
too radical? To ensure that these opin- 
ions fall within a more mainstream 
view, lest we isolate ourselves further? 
Whatever the true intentions behind 
these remarks, they are wholly inap- 
propriate. If a fellow student disagrees 
with the content of a Quid article and 
wishes to express that disagreement, 
one appropriate course of action would 
be to provide a respectful commentary 
explaining his/her reasons for disagree- 
ing. What is never appropriate is to sug- 
gest that the author and the student 
group to which that author belongs 
censor their opinions in the interests of 
maintaining good PR. The effect of this 
student's statements is that they have 
left me grappling with the above ques- 
tions and wondering whether the lesson 
we should take from this incident is that 
we should restrict ourselves to raising 
more 'apolitical' issues instead. 

At an address at Yale Law School in 
1988, Professor Mari Matsuda made 
what became infamous remarks urging 
for the adoption of a jurisprudential 
method she labelled "multiple con- 
sciousness" — one that involves making 
an active effort to understand things 
from the perspectives of others, to 



